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Digital transformation (DT) is increasingly 
fundamental for organizations to not only implement, 
but thoroughly understand and dictate. Recent studies 
suggest that DT is not limited to the process of 
implementing digital technology to enhance business 
performance; it is the process of harmonizing 
organizational goals, values, and culture with 
employees by the mean of digital technologies. 
Therefore, it is critical to understand DT and 
determine its success from the perspective of the 
employee. To further understand the role of employees 
in DT, this paper theorizes and validates the 
relationships between digital culture, employee 
experience with DT, and DT co-governance. The 
findings guide theoretical and practical development 
in the field. 
1 Introduction 
Digital Transformation (DT) is described as the 
utilization of digital technologies to radically improve 
business models or processes in order to enhance 
business performance. However, this transformation is 
characterized by constant disruption, the repudiation 
of traditional norms, experimentation, and failure. In 
2020, Forbes reported that the COVID-19 pandemic 
forced companies to transition to digital technologies 
and platforms to ensure that they could continue 
business operations [1]. Amidst the COVID-19 
pandemic, face-to-face meetings have dropped 
immensely and digital communication platforms such 
as Zoom, Google, and Microsoft have competed for 
this increasingly imperative market. Forbes also noted 
that communication and collaboration, among other 
traits, are critical as businesses hustle to implement 
various approaches during this massive shift in 
business processes [2]. However, not all DT 
initiatives––DT in the initial implementation phase––
are successful [3]–[5]. Information Systems (IS) 
literature highlighted three hindering factors that are 
the focus of this study: organizational culture [6], [7], 
employees’ perception and participation [8], and 
digital governance [3], [9]. These studies collectively 
suggest DT neither starts with strategic planning nor 
technology deployment, but employee engagement.  
Successful DT initiatives systematically engage 
employees in DT planning, implementation, and 
governance [10]. This high level of engagement 
fosters an environment where employees have more 
authority, control, and most importantly a sense of 
responsibility toward the DT results [11]. Akin to 
conventional business initiatives, DT affects how 
employees experience different values of 
digitalization [12]. Prior research indicates that 
positive employee engagement is one of the DT 
success-factors [13]. However, literature has yet to 
articulate the key attributes of digital culture, how they 
shape employees’ experiences, and why they are 
imperative to employees’ engagement in digital 
governance. Addressing these idiosyncrasies, this 
paper proposes a new model for supporting DT 
implementation after examining the role of digital 
culture and employee experience in DT and its 
governance. 
2 Background  
Organizations are traditionally governed in a top-
down system that places frontline employees at lower 
levels, leaving them neglected in decision-making; 





however, in recent years, it has become evident that 
this line of command is inefficient in contemporary 
organizational transformation [14]. Encouraging an 
employee’s active involvement in strategic decisions 
increases productivity, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and most importantly, helps achieve 
organizational goals [15]. Research has shown that 
companies with insufficient or ineffective employee 
participation in decision making suffer from a low 
level of employees’ satisfaction, commitment, 
participation, trust and retention [16], [17].  
Participatory or shared governance (co-
governance in this paper) is thus a necessity when a 
company is attempting to reinvent itself using digital 
technologies [18], [19]. Employee engagement in DT 
co-governance gives confidence to employees to 
participate in the DT processes. Research also 
demonstrates that this engagement has a direct 
influence on employees’ performance as well as the 
outcomes of DT [15], [20], [21].  
In this paper, digital governance refers to the 
authoritative rules, policy and structures within a 
corporation that is governed using digital technology. 
This can describe an organization’s roles, 
responsibilities, and accountability related to decision-
making for digital technology applications, 
implementation, and evaluation [14]. This prescribes 
who can make decisions, what type of decisions they 
can make, and whether there are limitations to their 
authority. The lack of clarity in digital governance has 
an adverse effect on employees’ performance that 
hinders their capabilities for innovation [17]. 
Organizations with restrictive digital governances 
characterized, for example, by the introduction of new 
technology without direct input from the end-users, 
negatively affect the employees’ satisfaction and 
motivation [22]. The lack of trust stemmed from this 
approach increases the chance of DT failures [23]. 
Therefore, IS literature emphasizes co-governance as 
an alternative to encourage employee participation in 
IT governance and enhance DT outcomes [24]. 
2.1 Employee Experience and DT 
Employees’ reactions to organizational changes 
are constituted by their emotional or rational response 
to the gap between expectations and actual gain [25]. 
Experience theories suggest that positive experience 
associated with confirmation of expectations has a 
causal relationship with satisfaction and future 
behavior [26], [27]. Employees possess roles that are 
essential to the actualization of the organizational 
goals. With these roles, they perceive the changes 
imposed by DT. Moreover, DT affects how employees 
experience the work environment and job elements as 
these initiatives may redefine organizational forms, 
structure, culture, and even priorities. Employee 
experience is thus shaped throughout the 
implementation of DT initiatives that can potentially 
satisfy their experiential needs. However, how DT 
shapes employees’ experiences is a matter of debate. 
To examine this effect, we employ Dewey’s 
Experience Theory and define employee experience as 
perception of experiential values offered by 
digitalization [28]. Dewey observed four groups of 
experiential values—cognitive, emotional, social, and 
behavioral—that we used in this study [29]. 
Cognitive experience occurs when employees use 
their minds and engage in some form of cognitive 
function such as learning. This engagement is often 
nuanced and more extensive than simply thinking 
about a task or using cognition to complete a task. 
Cognitive experience can be associated with 
knowledge creation, critical analysis, or successful 
problem-solving that require combining broader 
themes, linking ideas, and thinking holistically beyond 
individual job description [30], [31]. Digital initiatives 
can challenge employees to critically and creatively 
think about the application of digital tools outside of 
the box defined by job descriptions. For example, new 
business intelligence tools can create such experiences 
by offering employees new ways to make data-driven 
decisions [32]. New learning opportunities offered by 
new digital tools also directly contribute to employees’ 
cognitive experiences, which in turn, leads to higher 
engagement and retention. Therefore, identifying and 
growing cognitive experience opportunities––for 
example, requiring them to think critically about the 
impact of digital tools on their work routines––will 
benefit total employee experience with DT initiatives.  
Social experience is the interaction an employee 
has within the organization. Digital tools enable 
employees to communicate, network, and socialize 
more effectively. For example, social technologies 
provide digital communication tools such as enterprise 
social networks that enable employees to learn about 
their colleagues and network with them [33]. 
Employees develop socio-professional identity when 
interacting with each other which affects their 
perception of themselves (professional identity), their 
teams (team identity), and their organization (social 
identity) [34]. Since digital technologies are the 
common means of group work in modern 
organizations, they constitute a key role in shaping 
employees’ social experiences. Digital tools help 
employees characterize themselves within a team, 
identify themselves as being members of that team, 
and compete and collaborate with other teams [35]. 
Hence, we argue that improving social experience can 
be considered as the opportunity provided by digital 
technologies.  
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Emotional experience in the context of our 
research refers to employees’ feelings about the use or 
impact of digital technologies within an organization. 
These experiences can be the direct or indirect 
consequences of engagement with a technology [36], 
[37]. Emotional experiences such as joy, gratitude, 
interest, hope, pride, amusement, or inspiration can be 
the results of employees’ subjective judgments of the 
process, leadership, and consequences of DT [38]. 
Emotional experiences are developed before, during 
and after the implementation of digital initiatives, and 
they directly affect the employees’ perception of 
technologies and their reactions to them.  
Behavioral experience is one of the important 
predictors of employee behavior and risk judgment 
[39], [40]. Behavioral experience, in this study, is 
associated with the benefits of acts or actions afforded 
by new technologies or their derivatives—in other 
words, digitally-enabled actions. For example, agile 
project management that can be facilitated by a new 
technology allows employees to experience 
teambuilding or project evaluation in a way that was 
not possible earlier. Experimental utilization of digital 
technologies is another example of behavioral 
experience that engages employees beyond their 
typical work in learning by doing. The formation of a 
behavioral experience in an organization depends on 
how the culture in that organization support such 
behavior. The culture can thus motivate the employees 
to further value that behavior. 
2.2 Digital Culture and DT 
To understand the effects of digitalization on 
employees’ experience, previous studies proposed 
using organizational culture literature [41]. 
Organizational culture is imperative to the success of 
DT [42]. Having a congruent culture allows 
organizations to implement DT initiatives efficiently 
and effectively. A more inclusive culture sets a 
standard of employees’ participation in the DT where 
employees feel they can express their opinions, make 
judgment calls, and on-the-spot decisions [43]. In this 
study, we focus on digital culture as a trait of 
organizational culture that is shaped while employees 
use digital tools or participate in digitally enabled or -
facilitated business processes. Digital culture is not 
about technically advanced organizations per se; 
however, it is about digital mindset and digital habits 
shaped in an agile, dynamic, collaborative, and 
creative work environment. From this perspective, we 
define digital culture as a set of beliefs, values, and 
assumptions that are shared by employees of an 
organization regarding digital technologies (cf. [44]). 
To holistically model digital culture, we identified 
five major categories: (a) collectivism, (b) power 
distance, (c) uncertainty tolerance, (d) long term 
orientation, and (e) indulgence (e.g. [6], [41], [42], 
[45]). These dimensions are similar to Hofstede’s 
widely accepted Cultural Dimension Theory [46], 
[47]. Under collectivism, we identified how the 
applications of digital technologies affect the culture 
of collaboration, communication, and participation 
across an organization. Power distance is the second 
dimension of digital culture that renders how digital 
technologies promote or hinder openness and trust 
among employees. Digital technologies can also, 
positively or negatively, affect an organization’s 
uncertainty tolerance which can be observed in two 
forms of digital risk affinity and tolerance towards 
failure after adopting new technology. Moreover, 
digital technologies can change the culture of an 
organization in terms of long-term orientation that can 
be characterized by that organization’s customer 
centricity, responsiveness, innovation, and willingness 
to learn after the introduction of new digital tools and 
technologies. The last dimension of digital culture is 
indulgence, which refers to the degree of freedom that 
digital technologies give to employees in fulfilling 
their goals. We recognize autonomy and 
empowerment as two sub-dimensions of indulgence 
allowed or enabled by digital technologies. 
3 Model  
We propose a conceptual model articulating the 
relationships between Digital Culture, Employee 
Experience, and Employee Intention to Participate in 
Digital Governance (as a proxy for digital co-
governance). We propose to operationalize Digital 
Culture as the process whereby employees act or react 
in the relationships to five traits of organizational 
culture––collectivism, power distance, uncertainty 
tolerance, long term orientation, and indulgence––
supported or hindered by digital technologies. We 
view digital culture as a higher-order construct 
because of the synergy between different traits of 
culture. We define Employee Experience as how 
employees perceive the experiential benefits of 
digitalization. We operationalize these benefits in 
terms of cognitive experience, social experience, 
emotional experience and behavioral experience that 
employees develop over the interaction with digital 
initiatives. Lastly, we define Employee Intention to 
Participate in Digital Governance as the employees’ 
willingness to participate in establishing roles, 
accountability, authority for the organization’s DT 
initiatives cf. [48]. Figure 1 illustrates the relationships 
between these key variables. 
3.1 Hypotheses  
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An organization’s digital culture positively affects 
employees’ perception of the norms and values of the 
transformation initiative and thus shapes their 
cognitive, social, emotional, and behavioral 
experiences. For example, when digital initiatives 
emphasize openness to change and transparency, they 
can mentally prepare employees for a DT [49]. If the 
initiatives promote autonomy, they will encourage 
willingness to learn which in turn enhance the 
cognitive experience [50]. In this paper, we offer 
extensions to organizational culture models by 
theorizing the relationship between a digital culture 
and employee experience. All five of the cultural 
dimensions of a digital culture coalesce to affect the 
overall employee experience, which we argue is the 
driving factor shaping employee’s intention to 
participate in digital governance.  
A digital culture that accentuates collaboration and 
communication by utilizing digital technologies 
improves employees’ social experiences [51], 
therefore, influencing their overall experience with DT 
initiatives that facilitate or enable meaningful 
interaction and exchange among employees. Digital 
culture encourages participation across an 
organization and shapes stronger communities beyond 
functional units [52]. Such interactions facilitate 
familiarity, transparency, and networking among 
employees that unite to build the trust required for a 
positive employee experience. Likewise, a healthy 
digital culture encourages employees to use 
technology to engage with their customers to create 
solutions [53], thus, promoting an employee-customer 
relationship. As a result, employee experience across 
an organization is enhanced. Therefore, 
H1a: Digital culture in terms of Collectivism 
positively affects Employee Experience. 
An organization’s digital culture contributes to the 
degree by which employees experience freedom 
during DT. The indulgence dimension is imperative to 
the study of DT and employee experience because it 
can measure the extent of freedom that digital 
technologies can provide employees in accomplishing 
their objectives, which affects cognitive experience 
[30]. By encouraging the autonomy of its employees, 
an organization that implements DT initiatives enables 
them to be independent problem solvers, thus 
enhancing their cognitive experience [49]. By not 
requiring its employees to adhere to strict norms that 
totally dictate their work environment, organizations 
that successfully employ DT instill a sense of 
empowerment that positively influences employee’s 
emotional experience. A digital culture can empower 
employees to experience self-efficacy and autonomy 
as digital tools that have the potential to help 
employees reinvent various processes and personalize 
work routines. Therefore, 
H 1b: Digital culture in terms of Indulgence positively 
affects Employee Experience. 
Digital technologies can advance the culture of an 
organization regarding long-term orientation. This 
dimension can be described by that organization’s 
responsiveness, customer centricity, innovation, and 
willingness to learn after new digital tools and 
technologies are introduced. A customer-centric 
organization that has successfully transformed is 
characterized by the orientation of its activities to align 
with the needs of the customer using digital 
technologies. Openness and willingness to learn also 
motivate employees to share their voice through the 
development and implementation of digital initiatives 
[54]. Furthermore, the organization’s pursuit of 
improvement and growth through the development of 
digital innovations as well as its search of continuous 
advancement through the acquisition of new skills and 
knowledge regarding new digital technologies indicate 
that a positive relationship exists between the long-
term orientation of an organization’s digital culture 
and employee experience. Therefore, 
H1c:  Digital culture in terms of Long-term 
Orientation positively affects Employee Experience. 
The power distance of an organization can promote 
or hinder openness and trust among employees [55]. 
This dimension is also useful in determining the 
degree of an organization’s openness towards new 
digital initiatives and its readiness to accept, 
implement, and promote change enforced by them. 
Power distance can also suggest how an organization’s 
trust in digital technologies and their advocates effects 
employee experience. Trust (in digitalization) is an 
emotional experience [56]. We suggest that the 
process that an organization uses to carry out its power 
relations with openness and trust through the 
utilization of digital technologies positively influences 
employee experience with DT; therefore, 
H1d:  Digital culture in terms of Power Distance 
positively affects Employee Experience. 
A culture’s uncertainty tolerance can indicate how 
an organization and its employees adjust to uncertainty 
and ambiguity [57]. Measuring this dimension with 
respect to an organization that is in the process of DT 
can reveal its relationship with employee experience 
after the implementation of digital technologies to 
enhance business performances. In this study, an 
organization’s willingness to take risks with the use of 
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digital technologies and make decisions under 
uncertainty is denoted as risk affinity. The 
organization’s tolerant attitude towards risks 
associated with the use of digital technologies and 
support of learning from failure is identified as failure 
tolerance. We argue that the level of uncertainty 
tolerance in an organization in terms of risk affinity 
and failure tolerance positively affects employee 
experience with DT. Therefore,  
Hypothesis 1e:  Digital culture in terms of Uncertainty 
Tolerance positively affects Employee Experience. 
Employees who perceive DT as a source of 
positive social, emotional, behavioral, and cognitive 
experiences are more likely to be involved in DT and 
its governance [58]. For example, cognitive 
experience provides employees learning opportunities 
about the potential benefits and risks of digital 
initiatives, and therefore encourage participation in 
digital governance to actualize benefits and mitigate 
the risks. Cognitive experience during the 
development and implementation of digital initiatives 
can also help employees realize their role in the 
transformation process or how the job would be 
affected by their participation [59]. Building a social 
network with colleagues in support of a digital 
initiative can create a positive attitude and thereby 
positive intention toward participation in governing 
that initiative if implemented [19], [60]. Likewise, if 
the emotional experience with DT is positive, the 
employee can develop a positive attitude toward the 
initiative which drives their willingness to engage with 
its governance [5]. Therefore,  
H2: Employee Experience positively affects the 
Employees’ Intention to Participate in Digital 
Governance.
 
Figure 1. Model of third order symbiosis in DT  
4 Model Specification  and Method 
Our literature review and initial exploratory study 
helped us to develop our theoretical model (Figure 1) 
that was then validated through two survey studies 
(pilot study and filed study). For model specification, 
we used experience co-creation literature to develop 
the initial list of items for employee experience 
construct [61], [62]. Digital culture measurement 
model was informed by previous findings on the 
cultural values of digital transformation [41], [63]. The 
intention measurement was also adapted from 
previous studies [17], [48], [64]. The final items are 
reported in Appendix A. 
We modeled employee experience as a reflective 
second order construct measured by reflective first-
order dimensions and digital culture traits as formative 
second order construct measured by reflective first 
order dimensions (cf. [65], [66]). This hierarchical 
view reduces the number of path model relationships, 
thereby achieving model parsimony [67]. The 
bandwidth-fidelity dilemma can be addressed by 
higher-order constructs [68]. At the same time, our 
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approach provides a comprehensive measurement by 
drawing items from multiple domains and 
demonstrating construct dimensionality and 
nomological validity without increasing collinearity 
among items.  
Before the field test, we conducted a pilot study 
with 64 professionals to refine our measurement 
model. The data were normally distributed, which 
indicates that we obtained a reasonable sample size for 
the test of dimensionality [69]. We tested the 
measurement model in two steps: 1) first-order 
reflective construct examination and latent variables 
estimation and 2) formative second-order constructs 
[70]. The pilot-test helped us to split, remove or adjust 
the problematic items before the field study. Then, for 
our filed study, we used LinkedIn to distribute the 
survey and collect data. We extended an open call to 
the members of eight professional groups related to 
DT training and supports, each with more than 1000 
members to participate in our survey.  
We used SmartPLS [71] to validate both the 
measurement and structural properties of our model. 
In our study, PLS analysis is preferred over other 
analytical techniques because it simultaneously 
assesses the psychometric properties of the 
measurement items and the structural model. PLS also 
facilitates the modeling of formative constructs [72] 
and it is recommended for the hierarchical model 
evaluation used in this study [70], [74]. 
5 Results 
We received 260 responses from around the globe, 
including those from different business domains, 
experience-levels, and seniority. The response rate 
was about 5% that is common for open call surveys on 
social networking site but less than 20% response rate 
for direct invitation on the same platforms. The 
majority of participants had more than five years of 
experience (67%) and hold post-secondary degrees 
(82%). They held upper management (7%), middle 
management (40%), junior management (15%), and 
non-management (38%) roles. About 39% of 
participants were from Asia, 36% from North America, 
13% from South America, 10% from Europe, and 2% 
from other regions. About 70% of participants 
employed by companies with more than 50 employees 
and went through at least one form of DT in the past 
three years: process (41%), business model (39%),  
organizational structure (37%), or business domain 
transformation (35%).  
After screening out the invalid responses, we 
evaluated the measurement model by assessing 
construct reliability (item reliability and internal 
consistency), construct factorability, and construct 
validity. Cronbach’s alpha [0.74—0.84] and 
composite reliability [0.84—0.88] of all the constructs 
are higher than 0.7, indicating good internal 
consistency among the items measuring each construct 
[73]. Then, three criteria were adopted to assess 
convergent validity and discriminant validity: (1) all 
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) are higher than 
0.50 [0.58—0.70][73]; (2) the square root of the AVE 
of each construct is larger than the correlations of this 
construct with the other constructs [75]; and (3) the 
correlations among all constructs (i.e., inter-construct 
correlations) are all well below the 0.90 threshold [73]. 
The results of these tests suggest adequate convergent 
and discriminant validity. Lastly, we tested for 
common method bias using full collinearity. All the 
VIFs resulting from a full collinearity test were lower 
than the 3.3 threshold, suggesting the absence of 
common method bias [76]. 
The evaluation of second-order formative 
constructs––digital culture––involved an assessment 
of the formative indicators’ (predictive) validity and 
multicollinearity. Indicator validity, which gauges the 
strength and significance of the path from the indicator 
to the construct, was estimated using the PLS 
algorithm method with a bootstrapping to calculate the 
weight (relative importance) and loading (absolute 
importance) of each indicator. The weights  [0.27—
0.57, p < 0.001], and loadings [0.88—0.95, p < 0.001] 
of all the indicators are significant, suggesting 
satisfactory indicator validity [73]. Multicollinearity 
was tested by computing the Variance Inflation Factor 
(VIF) of each indicator. All computed VIF values are 
well below the conservative threshold of 3.3, 
suggesting that multicollinearity is not a threat to the 
validity of the study’s findings [73]. 
We modelled Employee Experience as the second 
order reflective construct. The loadings for this higher-
order construct are higher than 0.7. Cronbach’s alpha 
and composite reliability of this constructs are 0.92 
and 0.94 respectively, indicating good internal 
consistency among the lower-order sub-constructs 
measuring Employee Experience [73]. The AVE is 
0.80 higher than 0.50 threshold. The structural model 
was tested following the two-step procedure 
accounted for control variables suggested by Wetzels 
for hierarchical model. In the first step, the latent 
variable scores for the second-order constructs were 
obtained by specifying a latent variable that represents 
all the manifest variables of the underlying first-order 
latent variables [74]. In the second step, the 
hypotheses were tested. As shown in Table 1, our 
model accounts for 84%, and 33% of variance 
respectively in Employee Experience and Employee 
Intention. Collectivism (β = 0.20, p< 0.05), Indulgence 
(β = 0.21, p< 0.01), Power Distance (β = 0.25, p< 
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0.01), and Uncertainty Tolerance (β = 0.18, p<0.001) 
significantly influence Employee Experience. 
However, Long-term Orientation exert no significant 
impact on Employee Experience (t = 1.48). Our data 
also provide support for the positive relationship 
between Employee Experience and Employee 
Intention (β = 0.58, p<0.001). Comparison of path 
coefficients using Cohen’s f 2 effect size [77] reveals 
that: (a) Power Distance (f 2= 0.058) have greater 
predictive power on Employee Experience when 
compared to Collectivism (f 2= 0.044), Indulgence (f 2= 
0.050), and Uncertainty Tolerance (f 2 = 0.055). 
Table 1. Results of the structural model assessment 
HYPOTHESIS SUPPORT ß t R2 Q2 
H1a: Collectivism → Employee Experience 
H1b: Indulgence → Employee Experience 
H1c: Long-term Orientation → Employee Experience 
H1d: Power Distance → Employee Experience 

















H2:   Employee Experience → Intention  Supported 0.577*** 9.080 0.333 0.191 
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; ns = no significant; β = path coefficients; R2 = determination coefficient; Q2 = predictive relevance (calculated by Blindfolding).  
 
6 Discussion  
Participatory form of digital governance is critical 
to the success of DT initiatives [78]. We argue that, in 
order to realize the full potential of DT, business 
organizations need to identify better ways to engage 
and motivate their employees to actively and 
effectively participate in the planning, developing and 
evaluating of these initiatives. Addressing this 
necessity, we conceptualized and operationalize the 
concepts of digital culture as well as employee 
experience as the drivers of employee intention to 
participate in digital governance. Then, we empirically 
tested the relationship between these variables as a 
mechanism to encourage employee participation in 
digital governance. Our study revealed the pertinence 
of digital culture and employee experience, two 
variables that guide future studies on digital 
governance. The findings emphasize employee-
orientation as the foundation of successful 
transformation and, its influence on employees’ 
participation in digital governance.   
We reported positive relationships between 
different aspects of digital culture except long-term 
orientation. While this finding needs further 
examination, we believe the nature of experience 
formation (gain and test) is the reason behind this 
unsupported relationship. The consequences of 
innovation and customer-orientation are not readily 
available to be experienced by the employees. 
Therefore, the effect sizes of the other four cultural 
traits on employee experience overpower the effect 
size of long-term orientation. This idea could be tested 
with a larger sample size.  
This study has multiple theoretical contributions. 
Firstly, this paper contributes a better understanding of 
organizational culture in digital context. This study 
expands upon the five common dimensions, breaking 
them down further in order to conceptualize digital 
culture. Our contribution is the operationalization of 
(1) collectivism as collaboration, communication, and 
participation, (2) power distance as openness and trust, 
(3) uncertainty tolerance as risk affinity and tolerance 
to fail, (4) long-term orientation as agility, customer 
centricity, innovation, and willingness to learn, and (5) 
indulgence as engagement and entrepreneurship.  
Secondly, we conceptualized and operationalized 
employee experience with digitalization using 
Dewey’s experience theory [29] in terms of cognitive, 
social, emotional and behavioral experiences and 
empirically validate that as a higher-order construct 
capturing employee experience with digitalization. 
This instrument can not only be used to understand 
how employees perceive the experiential values of DT 
but also help organizations to evaluate the impact of 
digitalization from a more practical perspective. This 
paper also suggests that digital culture is one of the 
factors determining how employees experience 
digitalization. 
Lastly, this study contributes to digital governance 
literature and provides a foundation for DT co-
governance with employees. Our findings, which have 
accounted for a gap in the literature, suggest that 
employee engagement by the mean of experiential 
values is a possible way to improve employees’ 
willingness to participate in DT initiatives—that is 
vital in undergoing a successful transformation.  This 
offer new ways to understand and plan human-
centered DT. In particular, we argue that employee 
participation in DT initiatives is the key to the success 
of  these initiatives. We conceptualize this high level 
of participation as DT co-governance. DT co-
governance theoretically allows all DT stakeholders to 
participate in planning, implementation and evaluation 
of DT initiatives. However, the admissibility of such 
procedural possibility depends on how employees 
perceive the value of their participation. This study 
empirically shows that employees’ experiences with 
past DT forms the employees’ perception. Thus, it can 
predicate the behavioral intention toward DT co-
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governance. We also argue the way employees 
internalized these perceptual values depends on 
several factors, but mainly the organization’s digital 
culture. This implies the same employee may have 
different experience with the same DT initiative 
depending on the organization’s digital culture. 
This study also offers several implications for 
practice. Among them, we suggest that investment in 
healthy digital culture is as important as investment in 
digital tools and processes. We define a healthy digital 
culture as an organization culture with fours traits— 
collectivism sprit, indulgence, optimum power 
distance long-term orientation, and reasonable 
uncertainty tolerance—supported by digital tools. 
However, our study could not support the importance 
of long-term orientation in driving positive employee 
experiences. By evaluating these traits, businesses can 
easily understand their shortcomings in introducing 
and employing digital tools (and digitally enabled 
processes) and plan to improve accordingly. 
Businesses that support innovation, autonomy, agility, 
and transparency, among other traits of digital culture, 
can deliver a positive experience for employees during 
the transformation initiatives. This includes how 
employees feel about the new digital initiatives, 
creatively engaging in high-order problem-solving 
and learning, exploring new ways of accomplishing 
their goals, and interacting with their collogues 
beyond their formal departmental boundaries. 
7 Conclusion and Future Work 
Our research has improved the understanding of 
what impacts and plays a role in a successful DT and 
its governance. Our results indicate that, without 
understanding the drivers of digital governance, 
organizations may fail to unleash the full potential of 
DT. It is imperative to improve employee participation 
in digital governance in order to improve the success 
rate of any DT. DT is more than implementing new 
technologies, they are about the people it affects. No 
matter how expensive or ground-breaking a new 
technology is, without considering the human side, the 
transformation is irrelevant. 
Future research can examine how new digital 
technologies should supply experiential opportunities 
for employees to enhance the outcome of DT 
initiatives. In addition to providing future research 
with direct access of the definitions, relationships, and 
importance between Digital Governance, Employee 
Experience, and digital culture, we have created an 
instrument to validate these dimensions in different 
DT context from business process and model to 
business domain and strategy. Although this paper did 
not address employees’ attitude towards DT, this 
limitation can be addressed by future research studies 
following our conceptual model. Future researchers 
can also investigate the conceptual and operational 
relevancy of Employee Experience and digital culture 
in the examination and optimization of DT related 
processes, technologies and strategies.  
Appendix: Measurement Items 
Employee Experience with DT 
Cognitive Experience 
§ Improve skills 
§ Gain new knowledge 
§ Analyze possibilities/capabilities 
§ Keep up with innovations 





§ Less stress 
Behavioral Experience 
§ Share knowledge 
§ Represent own’s work 
§ Make a good impression 
§ Have an impact 
Social Experience 
§ Pleasant interactions 
§ Expand network 
§ Meet others 
§ Strengthen affiliation 




§ Willingness to work with agility 
§ Willingness to react with agility 
§ Willingness to restructure with agility 
§ Agile flexibility and adaptability 
Collaboration 
§ Positive stance towards teamwork 
§ Cross-functional collaboration 
§ Readiness to work with external partners 
Communication  
§ Internal networks of communication 
§ External networks of communication 
§ Ability to share knowledge and information 
Customer Centricity 
§ Orientation of activities to meet customer needs 
§ Processes designed with a focus on customer needs 
§ Ability to adapt to changes in the market 
Autonomy 
§ The empowerment to act proactively 
§ The empowerment to act independently 
§ The empowerment to take responsibility 
Innovation 
§ Pursuit of improvement 
§ Believe in growth from innovations 
§ Innovation to achieve competitive advantage 
Openness towards change 
§ Openness towards new ideas 
§ Readiness to accept new ideas 
Participation 
§ Support of open discussion 
§ Support of non-hierarchical discussion 
§ Support of the democratization of decision processes 
Risk affinity 
§ Ability to calculate risks 
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§ Willingness to take risks 
§ Willingness to make decisions under uncertainty 
Tolerance towards failure 
§ Attitude towards reasonable mistakes 
§ Support of learning from failure 
§ Support in moving forward after failure 
Trust 
§ Trust in leadership 
§ Trust in members 
§ Trust in external partners 
Willingness to learn 
§ Pursuit of continuous advancement 
§ Acquisition of new skills 
§ Acquisition of knowledge 
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